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LONDON, SEPTEMBER 2, 1876. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Me. Manisty, Q.C., has written a letter to the Times 
thich he announces the startling discovery that, under 
provisions of the Appellate Jurisdiction Bill, there 
Ybe no fewer than fifteen courts of first instance in 
three common law divisions of the High Court, and 
frites to suggest that each of the fifteen should have 
fixed and known place in which to hold its sittings ” ; 
fit should sit “regularly and continuously at stated 
ods”; that it should have ‘‘a registrar and ushers, 

fhaccess to a library”; and last of all, that each of 
fifteen courts should have “a bar on which suitors 
depend.” To the inquiry how the last important 
lisite is to be attained, Mr. Manisty replies: ‘‘ Supply 
‘other requisites, and this will follow as a conse- 

ce.” It may be the influence of the long vacation 

‘our minds, but after much consideration we have 
ed to work out the connection between “a registrar 
fushers, with access to a library,” anda bar on which 
ors can depend ; and we are inclined to doubt whether 
ififteen fixed and known places, and regular and con- 

fons sittings of a judge at each, would necessarily 
luce fifteen bars on which suitors could depend. We 
teas earnestly as Mr. Manisty to see some mode 

pted by which the present system of accepting fees 
not doing the work should be put an end to; but 
wil! have to be done, not by multiplying courts, but 
the action of the bar. We need hardly point out that 

t Manisty, in concluding that every judge remaining 

ihe common law divisions, after the transfer of three 
yes to the Court of Appeal, will hold regular and 
finuous sittings at Nist Prius, has most curiously 

looked the vast amount of miscellaneous business 

ich has to be done by the judges. It is clear that a 

isional court of two judges will have to sit to hear 
fers reserved for it by rules of court; that a divi- 

mal court must sit to hear appeals from inferior 
tts; that one judge must sit (two ought to sit) at 
mbers; and that judges are also required at the 

Mtral Criminal Court, the Court for Crown Cases Re- 

d, to try election petitions, &. If Mr. Manisty 
estimate the strength required for these various 
we believe he will come to the conclusion that it 
ot probable that at any one time more than six courts 
instance, such as we presume he means—viz., 
Grts for the trial of cases at Nisi Prius—can sit, and 
% even this number can only sit during the period, 
more than half the legal year, in which the cir- 
is are not being held. 





RATHER CURIOUS BRANCH of law has of late years 
silently developing, and is in a fair way to be settled 
® basis which accords with common sense and con- 
co; but we believe it has not yet attracted much 
¢ attention. When a tenant takes one of those 





creations of the speculative builder, a semi-detached house 
or a house in a terrace, he is apt to imagine that the only 
person who can control the use of the:premises is the land- 
lord; and if he succeeds ia getting the provisions of his 
lease arranged to his mind, he enters on his tenancy with 
the happy feeling that he is free to do what he likes with 
his own. He forgets thatif he has rights there is some one 
else who has rights too—his neighbour. The adjustment 
of the extent of these relative rights has been a matter of 
some difficulty. Itis easy enough to lay down as a general 
principle that a tenant, as against his neighbour, is ene 
titled tothe reasonable use of his house ; the whole question 
is, what is such a reasonable use ? This question was, no 
doubt, originally one of fact; but in the hands of judges 
who decide both law and fact, rules have been gradually 
established which render tolerably plain the answer. In 
the first place, so long as a dwelling-house, remaining in 
the state in which it was originally constructed, is used 
for the ordinary purposes of human habitation, the 
neighbour has no right to interfere, notwithstanding his 
peace may be broken by pianos and his sleep disturbed 
by screaming children; for these, as Lord Justice 
Mellish said in Ball v. Ray (21 W. R. 282, L. R. 8 Ch. 
467), “ are noises we must reasonably expect, and must, 
to a certain extent, put up with.” Notwithstanding the 
qualification of this last expression it would seem, indeed, 
that the most substantial annoyance from these sources 
will fail to procure the interference of the court; every 
ordinary use of the house as a dwelling-house is within 
the right of the occupant. 

If, on the other hand, the house, or any part of it, is 
devoted to a purpose which is not an ordinary use of a 
dwelling-house, and the neighbour sustains substantial 
annoyance, he will be entitled to relief. Hence, if part 
of a house is converted into a stable, and the noise of the 
horses is 2 substantial annoyance to the neighbour, the 
use as a stable will be restrained. The right of the 
occupant in this case is to use his house as a stable only 
if he takes means to prevent the unusual use from 
causing annoyance to his neighbour (see Ball v. Ray). 
The recent case of Brown v. Saillard (24 W. R. 
1011), although the facts were different from those 
above assumed, supplies a corollary to this last rule. 
An occupant who alters the use of his premises so 
as to cause substantial injury to his neighbour, ob- 
viously cannot give a better right to any successor than 
he himself possesses ; hence, a lessee may find himself, as 
the Master of the Rolls remarked in the recent case, in 
this unfortunate position: that, having done nothing at 
all but occupy the premises for the purposes for which 
they were adapted at the time he took them, and for 
which he took them, he may be made a defendant to 
an action in the Chancery Division. This risk is one 
which intending lessees of non-detached houses and 
stables would do well to bear in mind. 





Tue “‘ LICENCE OF CROSS-EXAMINERS’’-has recently been 
commented on by the press, and the “habit of going 
into transactions in themselves irrelevant with dispropor- 
tionate emphasis’and minuteness,’ only for the sake cf 
testing the witness’s “ character,” has been freely stigma- 
tized as improper. The whole subject may be found 
very fully discussed from a legal point of view in Taylor 
on Evidence, vol. 2, p. 1266, where it is said that “the 
privilege of refusing to answer [questions not relevant], if 
it still exists, is certainly much discountenanced in the 
practice of modern times,” but that questions respecting 
alleged improprieties of conduct, which furnish . no real 
ground for assuming that a witness who could be guilty 
of them would not be a man of veracity, might very 
fairly be checked.” As far as we can speak with cer- 
tainty on so difficult a point, the general practice of the 
English bench is, with few exceptions, not to check any 
question, however painful to the witness, but to leave 
the matter to the honour and discretion of the 
Bar. So we believe it to have been ruled at the Tich- 
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borne trial. The advocate knows what is in his brief; 
the judge and the public do not. And no small prac- 
tical check on licence is afforded by the knowledge 
that a too cruel question may lead, illogically, to a 
hostile verdict. We imagine that the licence has not 
hitherto produced much evil, for of course abuses occurring 
in a roving inquiry like that at Balham are not to be 
taken as samples of what occurs in the ordinary adminis- 
tration of justice, and as a matter of fact, witnesses do 
with impunity decline to answer irrelevant questions 
of the kind referred to. Since the days of Lord 
Ellenborough, who, on a witness declining to say whether 
he had been in prison for theft, harshly observed, ‘ If 
you do not answer the question I will send you there,” 
public opinion has very much changed, and with it the 
practice of the bench. There are, we believe, few, if any, 
modern instances of a witness being committed to 
prison for refusing to answer a question tending simply 
to degrade him. Ea parte Fernandez (9 W. R. 832), 
where a witness was committed by Hill, J., for 
refusing to answer a question tending to criminate 
himself, turned on different principles. On the 
whole, we do not see any necessity for legislation. 
The real remedy lies in the hands of the bench. If the 
judges will take a similar course to that adopted by the 
learned Master of the Rolls, and check these questions, 
the public time would be saved, and the evils occasionally 
complained of would disappear. It is to be observed, 
however, that the statute-book is by no means silent 
on the point, and that at least two of the Acts of Parlia- 
ment bearing expressly on the “licence of the cross- 
examiner” are in the direction of extension. First, 
by 46 Geo. 3 it was enacted and declared that a “ wit- 
ness cannot by law refuse to answer a question relevant 
to the matter in issue on the sole ground that the answer- 
ing of such question may establish that he owes a debt.” 
And by the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, s. 25, it 
‘was enacted that a ,“‘ witness may be questioned as to 
whether he has been convicted of felony or misde- 
meanour, and upon being so questioned, if he either 
denies the fact or refuses to answer, it shall be lawful 
for the opposite party to prove such conviction.” 


= 





Mr. Alexander Richard Payne, solicitor, of Milverton, 
has resigned the office of clerk to the county magistrates 
at Wiveliscombe in consequence of a circular from the 
Home Office ordering the reduction of his salary from 
£120 to £70 per annum. 

The latest result of the Balham inquest is stated to be 
that both the coroner and the Treasury refuse to pay a sum 
of £4 15s. advanced by Mr. Broadbridge, the coroner’s officer, 
out of his own pocket to have Mr. Bravo's body disinterred. 
In addition to this he advanced a considerable sum of money 
to pay for telegrams and other notices to witnesses. At the 


close of the inquiry he sent his bill in to the coroner, 
but the coroner, not deeming himself liable, refused 


to pay it, and referred Mr. Broadbridge to the 
Treasury. Mr. Broadbridge then sent in an application 
for his expenses to the Treasury department, and has just 
received a reply stating that the Lords of the Treasury can- 
not entertain kis application. The officer received only the 
usual fee of 93, per inquest for his twenty-eight days’ con- 
stant attendance at the inquest-room and his general work 
in connection with theinquiry. Under these circumstances, 
it is intimated that in all probability the matter will be 
placed in the hands of a solicitor to see who are the proper 
authorities to pay the money. The jurymen, too, consider 
they also have aserious grievance. When they were first 
summoned there was a semi-official intimation given to 
them that the inquiry would he a protracted one, and that 
inall probability there would be a long draw on their 
patience, but that probably an extra allowance would be 
made to them of very likely 25s. per day. At the close of 
the inquiry the coroner handed to them the usual Govern- 
ment allowance of 12s. to be divided among them. As 
there were fifteen of them this was not 10d. each. Accord- 
ing to the latest information, there is not mach likelihood 
of their getting any more, 
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AN ENGLISH EVIDENCE CODE, ‘9 


L 


In noticing Mr. Stephen’s Digest of the Law of Eri. 


dence we expressed our view that the work must be ogy, 
sidered in the light of a proposed Bill for the codification 
of the law of evidence, and our intention at a later 

to examine it on that footing. It is not indeed put fo, 
ward as such by Mr. Stephen ; but whether he does or dog; 
not entertain this view with respect to it, we at least ay 
at liberty to entertain it as an hypothesis, and we should 
be glad to think that it was not only an hypothesis, byt 
a probable surmise. We therefore propose to offer some 
remarks upon the work in this sense, and to point ont 
some of the particulars in which it seems to us to requir 
revision. Space would not suffice us for so detailed and 
rigorous an examination as any project of law of this 
magnitude would reasonably require ; but so far as oppor. 
tunity allows, we will endeavour to do our part towards 
assisting to perfect a work the utility of which, if wel] 
accomplished, can hardly be overstated, and for which g 
good a foundation is here laid. It should be said, at the 
outset, that those who wish to understand the principle 
on which Mr. Stephen proceeds should study his views 
as expressed in the introduction to the Indian Code on 
this subject, and would also do well to compare the pr- 
visions of that code with the contents of the present 
Digest, which follows the same arrangement, and is tog 
great extent expressed in the same terms. But, having 
said thus much, we must add that it would lead us to 


far, nor is it necessary for our present purpose, to enter | 


into any minute comparison of the two bodies of law, or 
to criticize in detail the observations which Mr. Stephen 
has prefixed to the Indian Code. We will not, therefor, 
discuss the points in which, if we were criticizing that 
introduction, we should be compelled to differ from 
Mr. Stephen, nor will we even do ourselves the pleasure 
of pointing out the many particulars in which, as if 
seems to us, the Digest is superior to the Indian Code; 
but shall refer to the earlier work only for the purpose 
of necessary illustration. 

The Digest is divided into three parts: the first on 
Relevancy, the second on Proof, the third on Production 
and Effect of Evidence; or as Mr. Stephen expands the 
titles in his introduction to the Digest, the fits 
part dealing with “what facts may and what may 
not be proved in particular cases”; the second with 
“ what sort of evidence must be given of a fact which 
may be proved” ; the third with the question ‘* by whom, 
and in what manner, the evidence must be produced by 
which any fact is to be proved.” 

But at the outset of the whole there stands an article 
(1) on “ Definition of Terms.” Now, nothing can exceed 
in importance this part of the work, and we must, thete- 
fore, examine at some length, not only the definitions 
contained in it, but also the question how far such defini 
tions are useful or necessary. 

The cardinal definition, though not the first in order, is 
that of “ evidence,” and it will be convenient to preface 
our examination of that definition by some explanatory 
observations. 

If in the report of a case the phrase were used, “The 
learned judge then read over the evidence to the jury,” 
no one would doubt that what he read to the jury was 
the statements made by the witnesses, together with any 
written documents which had been produced. Nor would 
any one doubt that the phrase was correctly used. 

If, however, in the course of a trial, a witness were 
to begin to repeat a statement made to him by 
another person, he would be stopped with the observa- 


tion “ That is not evidence’’; and if the question were © 


asked, “ What is not evidence ?” the answer would inall 
probability be ‘‘ What some one else told you is not evi- 
dence.” If, again, the meaning of this were asked, the reply 
would not be ‘‘ What that person had said is not a state 
ment made by a witness in court,” which no one would 
suppose it to be, but either (in effect), “ What that 
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-else, “ 


qneans of proof.” Either proposition would be correct in 
gnbstance, but in the first case the answer would also 
‘be correct in form, and would agree with the meaning of 


the word ‘ evidence” as used in the former instance ; in 
the second case it would not, 
in, if counsel were asked, “ What evidence do you 
to give of the authority of such a one to pledge 
the credit, of the defendant ?’’ he would not reply, ‘‘ The 
statements of witnesses who will say that the defend- 
ant bas habitually paid for goods ordered on his account 
by that person,” but more briefly “The fact that the 
defendant has habitually paid for goods ordered on his 
account by that person” ; meaning that the fact of the 
defendant’s having so paid would be the substance of the 
evidence which he was about to adduce. This would 
almost certainly be his meaning, although it is possible 
that he might refer to the fact itself as evidence, in the 
gense of a means of proving, that the person in question 
had authority to pledge the defendant’s credit, passing 
over in his mind altogether the statements of witnesses 
by which that fact would itself be proved. 

Mr. Stephen objects to the use of the word 
“evidence” as meaning indifferently the statements of 
witnesses and the means of proof which thosestatements 
supply. He thinks that it has led to much error and 
onfusion, and he insists that, for the purposes of a code, 
the word should be used as describing only the state- 
ments of the witnesses and the documents produced in 
court, to the exclusion of every fact or statement evi- 
‘denced thereby. Those statements and documents oc- 
«upy the first line of proof; the facts and statements 
proved by them lie behind this first line. It is true that 
when so evidenced they become in turn evidence in the 
wider sense—that is, the means of proof of something else 
still more remote, and ultimately of that which is the very 
object of investigation, or the matter to be proved; but 
lying beyond the present sensible horizon—that is, beyond 
thelimit of the sight and hearing of the tribunal, they 
are not evidence, but are “ facts” merely, to be proved by 
the “ evidence.” 

We doubt the correctness of Mr. Stephen’s view as to 
the mischief done by the not infrequent use of the word 
in its wider sense, of which we see no proof; but we 
have no doubt at all that he is right when, for the pur- 
poses of a code, he insists on using the word in its strict 
signification; the extent of the restriction we will 
presently examine. 

Mr. Stephen, then, defines “evidence” as meaning 
“(1) All statements which the judge permits or requires 
to be made by witnesses in court, in relation to matters 
of fact under inquiry—such statements are called oral 
evidence ; (2) All documents produced for the inspec- 
tion of the court or judge—such documents are called 
docuinentary evidence.” From this definition, without 
referring to the definition of ‘‘court” and “judge” 
which we shall afterwards examine, it is plain that an 
affidavit or even a deposition is not oral evidence; it is not 

evidence at all as the statement of a witness; but the 
document itself, with its official attestation, is “docu- 
mentary evidence,” and the fact that the deponent made 
‘the statement recorded in it is a “relevant fact’ evi- 
denced by thedocument. This seems to have escaped 
Mr. Stephen's attention. With respect to depositions 
We incline to think, but we are not sure, that he 
Tegards them as oral evidence. But if he does, 
it is inconsistent both with the definition of “oral 
evidence,” which excludes them, and with the definition 
‘of “documentary evidence,” by which they are exactly 
described. But in any case Mr. Stephen seems to have 
lost sight of the fact that alarge number of causes have 
are still, and will continue to be, tried and 
ined on affidavit, and that all interlocutory busi- 
hess, almost without exception, is determined on affidavit 


has told you cannot legally be given in evidence 
Byes,” that is, “stated as part of your evidence,” or 
What that person has told you cannot be used as a 


described as the statements of witnesses, and it would 
be highly inconvenient if they could not be so treated 
and described. The restriction of the meaning of the 
word “ evidence,” and the exclusion from it of the facts 
proved by the witnesses, is founded on a_ practical 
reason, which does not apply to the case where the only 
thing that intervenes between the court and the witness 
is the official record of his statement; and to class to- 
gether statements made upon oath in the cause or matter 
under inquiry, or depositions so made before magistrates 
and coroners, and afterwards read as evidence, with 
documents which are entirely wanting in this important 
characteristic, is an incongruity which requires a very 
strong reason to justify it. We can find no sufficient 
reason, indeed no reason at all, except a purely theoretical 
one. We conclude, therefore, that statements of witnesses 
thus recorded ought to be considered evidence as such, 
But before completing what we have to say on this point, 
we would observe that Mr. Stephen seems to have 
needlessly incumbered his definition with the words 
“which the judge permits or suffers to be made.” In 
article 2 we read that “evidence may be given in any 
action ” of facts in issue and relevant facts, ‘‘and of no 
others.” If we read into this sentence the definition of 
“evidence,” it says that statements which are in fact 
permitted by the judge to be made, may be made of 
some things and not of others—that is, they are at once 
permitted and not permitted. Again we read, “The 
judge may exclude evidence of facts which, though 
relevant,” are too remote—that is, he may exclude that - 
which he in fact suffers or permits. Is_ this 
hypercriticism ? Wethink not. A definition can hardly 
be hypercriticized ; and it certainly is not hypercriticism 
to criticize for the purpose of obtaining consistency, or 
getting rid of an embarrassing redundancy. 

In fact, by these words the definition appears to aim 
at doing something which, after all, it does not accom. 
plish. The fear seems to be that, but for this limita- 
tion, the word would include that which is not legal 
evidence; but yet it fails to exclude it, for the judge 
may permit and suffer statements to be made which are 
not legal evidence, and the admission of which may 
have the effect of invalidating the decision arrived at. 
It would be impossible under the code to say, as it is 
often expressed now, that these statements were not 
evidence, but equally under the code and now it would 
be proper to say that they are not legal evidence. 

But, further, this has 4a special bearing on another 
point. Affidavits and depositions frequently contain 
matter which, to use the current expression, is not 
evidence ; that is, statements which the witness would not 
be allowed to give if present in court, and which the 
court therefore rejects. If affidavits and depositions are 
documentary evidence, how is this dealt with ? It is odd 
that, with respect to depositions, the point is only 
mentioned in article 33 in connection with depositions 
under 11 & 12 Vict. c. 42, and no provision at all is 
made for affidavits. Butif affidavits and depositions are 
treated as the statements of witnesses, the matter falls 
into place of itself; no special provision is needed. We 
venture to suggest that the definition of “ evidence,’ 
excluding for the present documentary evidence, would 
better stand thus :—‘ Evidence means (1) statemerits 
made by witnesses before the court in relation to matters 
of fact under inquiry—such statements are called orak 
evidence ; (2) Statements made by witnesses in relation 

to matters of fact under inquiry before persons authorized 
by law to take affidavits, affirmations, or depositions to 
be used, or which may be used, on the hearing of such 
matters by the court—such statements are called evidence 

on deposition.” 

Documentary evidence is defined by Mr. Stephen under 
a heading numbered (2), but which, in pursuance of the 
above suggestion, we should number (3), as follows:— 

“* Documents produced for the inspection of the court or 

judge”; and to this we have no objection to offer pro- 

vided the word “document” is correctly defined. But 





Statements thus made are always treated and 
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it is defined as follows:—‘‘‘ Document’ means any 
matter expressed or described upon any substance by 
means of letters, figures, or marks, or by more than one of 
these means, intended to be used, or which may be used, 
for the purpose of recording thot matter.” The docu- 
ment, therefore, is by the definition the matter expressed 
or described. But this matter is not the same with, but 
is different from, the means by which it is expressed or 
described, and is that which is expressed, understood, and 
ascertained by those means ; and what is produced to the 
court is the expression of it, or more strictly the sub- 
stance itself bearing upon it this expression. It may 
be doubted, also, whether the words “ intended to be used, 
or which may be used, for the purpose of recording that 
“ matter” are not superfluous and perhaps misleading. 
A wound on the person, or any damage inflicted on 
a thing, isa mark which, theugh not intended to re- 
cord, may certainly be used, and is in fact used, for the 
purpose of recording that matter; for a record need not 
be an entire record of the fact or transaction recorded. 
The words, therefore, which would prevent such a mark, 
or the substance bearing such a mark, from being a 
document within the definition would be the fact that 
it could not be properly said to “express or describe” 
anything, no expression or description having been in- 
tended. Itappears, therefore, that the words “ expressed 
or described” are the really operative words. If the 
words “intended to be used for the purpose of recording 
that matter” stood alone, they would be effectual, be- 
cause they would limit the definition; but the words 
“or which may be used” take away that limitation, and 
as everything which comes within the first part of the 
definition as expressing or describing any matter cer- 
tainly may be used for recording whatever is expressed 
by it, and other things besides may be -used for re- 
cording matter, the addition of this clause only gives 
rise to a misleading suggestion which has to be corrected 
by reference to the earlier part of the definition. We 
would suggest, therefore, that a more accurate definition 
would be “‘ Document’ means any substance having 
any matter expressed or described upon it by means of 
letters, or figures, or marks, or by more than one of 
those means.” 

If it is suggested that a door plate, or the writing on a 
stage coach or omnibus, or the letters on a policeman’s 
collar would be within the definition, the answer must 
be that these are certainly also within the definition given 
by Mr. Stephen, and it also appears from the illustrations, 
which include “ writing,” “ words printed, lithographed, 
or photographed,” and “an inscription on a mural plate 
or stone,” that they are intended to be so. 

We have already referred to the definitions of “ court’”’ 
and “ judge,” but it will be convenient here to state 
them. “ ‘Court’ includes all persons authorized by any 
law [why not simply “ by law” ?] to compel the attend- 
ance of witnesses for the purpose of deciding any question 
of law or of fact, or of law and fact.” This being the de- 
finition of “ court” (for so we must term it, notwithstand- 
ing the use of the word “ includes,” since it would clearly 
be impoesible to include anything outside those terms), 
we have already suggested the substitution in the de- 
finition of “ evidence” of the words “ before the court” 
for “in court.” The definition of “ judge,” however, is 
open to exception. “‘ Judge’ includes all persons author- 
ized to take evidence cither by law or by the consent of 
the parties.” This is open to three objections. First, it 
would appear to include persons authorized to take 
evidence as commissioners or even on affidavit. 
But it is well known that commissioners have 
no power to “permit” or not to permit questions 
to be put and answered ; the answers may be rejected 
on the trial, but the duty of the commissioner is to record 
them. And this is still more obviously true as to affida- 
vite. So far, the objection would disappear if the words 
which we have objected to in the definition-of “ evidence” 
were omitted; but it would still be an inconvenient and 
useless thing, and quite contrary to the usage of lan- 





guage, to describe these persons as “ judges.” 

the words “or by the consent of the parties” wong 
make bad law. By article 123 all evidence is to be on oath 
or solemn affirmation, but no one can administer an oath 
unless authorized by law; the consent of parties cannot 
entitle him to do so; and if he is authorized by law, they 
the fact that the consent of the parties (as in an 
arbitrator) was requisite to his acquiring that auth 

is immaterial. But there is a third objection which is 
almost equally grave. It is that the definition is not yp. 
quired. The “court,” being the authority which is 
hear and determine the question at issue, is also the 
authority which is to admit or reject evidence. Othe 
persons may be employed under the sanction of law t 
hear and record statements made on oath for the use of 
the court, but those persons have no authority to admit 
or reject statements, and there is no reason why 
should be particularly described. Still less reason jy 
there why the court, when it hears the witnesses, 
and of its own authority admits or rejects their state 
ments, should be described by a second term x 
“judge.” And there remains no third class of persoy 


who need to be referred to under this description. Th 
word and the definition ought, therefore, to be rejected, 





Recent Decistons. 


MARRIED WOMAN’S SEPARATE 
PROPERTY. 
(National Provincial Bank of England v. Thomas, MR, 
24 W. R. 1013.) 

This case brings out very clearly the position in which 
a creditor of a married woman stands with respect t 
her separate property in cases where such property, 
without having been specifically charged, is liable 
make good her engagements. The case was one in 
which a married woman had joined her husband ins 
promissory note, and her separate estate was therefor 
clearly liable. It is not uncommon in such circum 
stances to speak of the separate estate as being chargel 
and bound, but the recent case shows that it is so only 
in the same way that a man’s property is charged 
and bound by his contracts and engagements. Th 
married woman is, in fact, regarded as a feme 60h, 
and her separate property is treated as if it were th 
property of a feme sole. It follows from this that, 
although the court will direct the debt to be paid out 
of the separate property—or, in other words, will make 
an order having the same effect on the separate properly 
that a judgment followed by execution would have had 
if the debtor had been unmarried—it will not, on an it 
terlocutory application, restrain the married woma 
from disposing of the whole of her separate assets. The 
case is noteworthy as pointing out the difficulty then 
would be in holding that a married woman with separ 
ate estate can be sued in a county court in respect a 
her general engagements. The only portion of th 
equitable jurisdiction conferred on county courts by 
28 & 29 Vict. c, 99, at all applicable to the case is th 
jurisdiction thereby given in all suits “for enforcing 
any charge or lien, where the mortgage charge or lia 
shall not exceed in amount the sum of £500.” Thi 
must refer to what, at the filing of the plaint, is“ 
charge or lien,’ not to what may be said to have becom 
80 by virtue of a subsequent order of the county cout 
Hence, it follows that, asthe general engagements of § 
married woman are not charges or liens on her 
estate, the county court has no jurisdiction to entertale 
a plaint filed by @ mere creditor not holding a spedillé 
charge or lien. : 








It is stated that the Indian Code of Civil Procedure # 
— be revised, and the amending statutes co 
with it. 
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Rehiews. 
TRUSTEES’ INVESTMENTS. 


: -QpackorT’s TRUSTEE’S Guipz. Twelfth Edition. Edward 


Stanford. 

Anew feature has been added to this work, of special 
interest to the lawyer, in the shape of a digest of de- 
cisions on investments by trustees from 1743 to the pre- 

sent time. The idea is a good one, and, subject to an 
observation to be hereafter made, it is carried out 
with unusual care. The pith of the cases is extracted 
sometimes in the language of the compiler, 
put more frequently in the words of the judge, 
-and we can hardly speak too highly of the skill with which, 
out of the long rigmarole of the reported case, half a 
dozen lines or so are constructed giving all the facts in 

int and the result of the case. The compiler has added 
to the value of the work by prefixing some observations 
to the digest, by way of caution to the reader, which 
afford a good example of his terse accuracy of 
statement. Thus, after warning the reader against 
“the fair-sounding indemnity clause,’ he says:— 
“Many of the cases refer to the orders made 
‘by the Court of Chancery, either on applications 
made to it by trustees for advice or direction, or in the 
management of funds under its control. These cases 
are, of course, most valuable; butasit is possible to take 
rather a wrong idea of their value, the following caution 
may be found useful:—The Court of Chancery, or, as 
we must now call it, the Chancery Division of the High 
Court of Justice, is a perfect model for a trustee; but 
‘it is perfect only in this sense, namely, that it will always 
be safe for a trustee to act on the principles which have 
guided the reported decisions of the court. And while, 
on the one hand, it will not always be safe for him, on 
his own responsibility and without judicial sanction, to 
do what the judges, in apparently similar cases, have 
done, ¢.9., to defer the sale of unauthorized investments 
(see Re Hirst’s T'rust, 11 L. T. Rep. N. S. 533, decided 
December 16, 1865); on the other hand, he may often, in 
‘the bond fide exercise of his discretion, do what the 
judges, in apparently similar cases, have declined to do 
{see the observations of Lord Justice Turner in Cockburn 
ny. Peel, 3 De G. F. & J. 170, decided June 12, 1861, and 
in Hume v. Richardson, 31 L. J. Rep. N. S. Ch. 713, de- 
cided March 17, 1862).” 

While, however, the mode of execution of the digest 
could hardly be surpassed, it might have been made 
much more convenient by a change in the arrangement. 
The chronological order which is adopted shows the 

gradual development of the views of the Court of 
Chancery, and in this aspect the digest is interesting 
and valuable to the legal student. But the main use of 
the digest must be for reference by practitioners and 
others desirous to know what are the rules with reference 
toinvestment in some particular stock. For these an 
arrangement of the cases under the headings of the 
different classes of investments would have been better ; 
or, if this could not conveniently be done, there ought at 
least to have been frequent cross-references, and a very 
complete index, classifying all the cases under the 
heads of the various investments. There is an index, 
Dut it is very meagre, and, we are bound to say, very badly 
constructed. Such headings as “ Executors, three, p 
34;” “Lewin on Trusts, pp. 28, 45;" “ Windmill, p. 
36,” are ridiculous, and we cannot help regretting that a 
work which in many respects is caloulated to be of the 
Steatest value to practitioners should be deficient in 
the matter of readiness of reference. In spite of this 
blemish, however, we advise our readers to place the 
‘book on their tables. 





Che Wacation Sittings. 


CHANCERY DIVISION.* 
(Before Fretp, J.) 

Aug. 15.—Plimpton v. Spiller. [M.R.] 
Patent—Infriogement—Alleged American patent—Surrender 
—Publication—Better particulars—Indefinite statements. 

In an action by the assignee of a patent to restrain the 
defendants from infringing it, the defendants objected that there 
was a prior American patent which had been surrendered, that 
the invention had been published in certain journals of specified 
dates, and in sketches and drawings in the Patent Office library. 
They also alleged the prior user of the invention. 

Held, that better particulars must be given, specifying the 
date, name of patentee, and time of surrender of the alleged 
American patent, and the pages of the journals, also identifying 
the drawings. 

Order as to particulars of prior user in terms of Flower v. 


Lloyd. 

This was an action by the assignee of a patent for 
making roller skates to restrain infringement by the de- 
fendants. 

The defendants alleged by their eighth objection that 
the invention was, before the date of the alleged patent, 
patented in the United States of America, and the said 
prior American patent was surrendered before the de- 
fendants made and used the said invention. 

The ninth objection stated that ‘‘ before the date of the 
alleged letters patent the alleged invention had been pub- 
lished in England in the Commissioners of Patents - 
Journal of the 6th of February, 1863, and in the 
Scientific American of the 24th of January, 1863, and 
in sketches and drawings deposited in the Patent Oifice 
library in Jaly, 1865.” 

They also alleged prior user by various persons. 

The plaintiff took out a summons for better particulars, 
which the chief clerk expressed his intention of adjourn- 
ing to the judge in chambers; but as it was represented 
that this would delay the matter till November, he made 
no order, and the plaintiff obtained special leave from 
the Master of the Rolls to move before the vacation judge 
for better particulars. 

Waller, Q.C., accordingly moved that the defendants 
might be ordered to give the date of the American patent 
mentioned in the eighth objection, with the name of the 
patentee and the date of theallegedsurrender. The latter 
was especially importent, as the 25th section ofthe Patent 
Law Amendment Act provided that where a patent was 
taken out in the United Kingdom for an invention already 
patented in a foreign country and the foreign patent had 
been surrendered the English one should also cease. With 
regard to the ninth objection, hé must ask the defendants to 
specify the respective pages and lines of the publications 
mentioned therein on which they intended to rely at the 
hearing. Without this information it would be impossible 
for the plaintiff to know what particular portions of the 
publications in question the defendants teant to rely 
upon, They were large and extensive documents extending 
over some hundreds of sheets. The drawings, of course, 
could not he dealt with in the same manner, and the plaintiff 
asked for astatement in writing whether they or any ofthem 
were contained in any books, and, if so, for the title, date, 
and place of publication of such books. In the Patent 
Office library were multitudes of drawings, and it was ab- 
solutely useless to refer to the drawings deposited there ina 
certain month, They ought to be more particularly speci- 
fied. With regard to the last objection, he must confess that, 
having regard to the recent decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Flower v. Lloyd, the plaintiff asked for too much in his 
summons. He asked for the names and addresses of the 
persons by whom, the places where, the dates when, ard 
the manner in which the invention had been previously 
used, The 41st section of the statate provided that “‘ the 
place or places at or in whioh and in what manner the in- 
vention is alleged to have been used or published prior to 
the date of the letters patent shall be stated in such par- 
tioulars,” He would propose to take an order as to this 
in the terms of the order in PYower v. Lleyd.t 


* Reported by H. Gusexwoon, EBeq., Barrister-at-law, 
+ The following is a copy of this order:—" It is ordered that the 
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Goodeve, for the defendants, submitted that all the informa- 
tion as to the American patent to which the plaintiff 
was entitled, except the date, was contained in the state- 
ment of defence. The date was more within the knowledge 
of the plaintiff than the defendants. He cited Needham v. 
Oxley, 1 H. & M. 248. He also contended, with regard to the 
ninth objection, that it had always been held sufficient to 
name the publication. The pages and lines need not be 
given. With regard to the drawings it was impossible 
to give the exact particulars, but they would give all the 
information they could. 

Waller, Q.C.— You will give us the same means of re. 
ferring to them that you have ? 

Goodeve.—VYes; and with regard to the last objection w® 
will give you the places and not the names. 

Fietp, J., held that the defendants must give better 
particulars. They must state the date of the American 
patent, the name of the patentee, and the date of the alleged 
surrender. The pages of the publications mentioned in the 
ninth objection must be specified, but not the lines, and the 
drawings must be identified in writing, whether contained 

n books or not. The last part of the order would be 
in the terms of Flower v. Lloyd. Costs to be costs in the 
action. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Ward, Mills, Witham, ¥ 
Lambert. 

Solicitor for the defendants, VW. W. Wynne, for H. Cross, 

ot. 


Aug. 29.—Flower v. Lloyd. [V.C.B.] 

Patent—Particulars of objections —Indefinite statements. 

A defendant in a patent right action, having been ordered to 
deliver to the plaintiff better particulars of objections stating the 
place or places at which a certain process had been used, gave the 
names and addresses of three persons, and stated that the pro- 
cess had also been used by “ other persons in London and Bir- 
mingham.” y 

Held, that the last words were too indefinite, and must be 
struck out unless better particulars were given. 

This was an action to restrain the infringement by the 
defendants of the plaintiffs’ patent for printing on tin and 
other metals by various processes. The defendants alleged 
that some of these processes had been in use before the date 
of the patent. 

On the 2nd of Angust last, an order was made by the 
Court of Appeal directing the defendants to deliver to the 
plaintiffs better particulars of objections, stating therein the 
place or places at or in which, and in what manner, the pro- 
cess of printing upon tin or metal surfaces by direct impres- 
sion by means of damp stones is alleged to have been used 
or published prior to the date of the patent. [See the order 
set out ante, in Plimpton v. Spiller.| The defendants 
delivered an amended notice of objections, in which they 
alleged that the process in question bad been used before 
the date of the patent by three persons (whose names and 
addresses they gave), “ and by other persons in Birmingham 
and London respectively.” 

The plaintiffs thereupon took out a summons, which was 
adjourned into court, asking that the words in inverted 
commas might be struck out on the ground that the notice 
of objections was not in compliance with the order or with 
the statute 15 & 16 Vict. c. 83. 

Miller, Y.C., and Macrory, for the plaintiffs, submitted 
that the words in question were too indefinite. 

De Castro, for the defendants, contended that, under an 
order to specify the places where the process bad been used, 
it was sufficient to give the names of the towns : Bentley v. 
Keighley, 7 Man. & Gr. 652 ; Palmer v. Wagstaffe, 8 Ex. 840. 
The statute did not entitle the plaintiffs to the names of the 
persons who had used the process, but the defendants had 
given as meny names and addresses as they could. 

Piety, J.—I1 cannot follow the cases that have been cited. 
We have advanced in our ideas since they were decided. 
If the defendants know that these been used 
by other persons in London and 7 nerve th those 


Echemdants 40, om or behore the 16th day of August, deliver tothe 
istifls particulars of pe prog the 





ae 
specified, they must know the persons by whom they hay — 
been used, and must give more specific information, [ gy _ 
not say that they need give the name and address of every 


such person, but they must give fair information. If 

can give no further information, the words in question ap 

useless and’too indefinite, and must be struck out, 
Solicitors for the plaintiffs, W. J. Flower § Nussey, 
Solicitor for the defendants, G. H. K. Fisher. 


Aug. 29.—Vale v. Oppert. [V.C.B.] 
Appeal—Stay of execution—Joint and several liabilit 
ss y cature Act, 1875, ord. 58, r. 16. —~- 

A defendant, who had been declared jointly and severally liahly 
with other defendants to pay a sum of money and costs to the 
plaintiff, moved, uader ord. 58, r. 16, for a stay of execution pend. 
ing appeal. 

The order was made on the terms of the defendant giving 
security within a fortnight. 

By the decree on the hearing of this causo Vigg, 
Chancellor Bacon declared that several defendants wor 
jointly and severally liable to pay to the plaintiff a sum of 
£1,000, with interest from 1872, which they were th 
accordingly ordered to pay to him, together with the cogig 
of the suit. 

One of the defendants, William Lonsdale, was advigej 
by counsel that he had a good case for appeal against this 
decision, on the ground that he was not bound by certain 
representations made by another defendant without his 
authority, and he accordingly determined to appeal, 

Oswald, therefore moved, under ord. 58, r. 16, for a stay 
of execution, so far as Lonsdale was concerned, pending 
the appeal. 

Locock Webb, Q.C., for the plaintiff, said he should no 
oppose the application if Mr. Lonsdale would bring the 
amount of the debt into court. 

Oswald, submitted that, under the circumstances, the 
order ought to be made without the defendant Lonsdale 
being compelled either to bring the money into court orto 
secure it. The Vice-Chancellor had fixed no date for pay. 
ment, and the date had been inserted in the decree by the 
registrar. Moreover, the defendant was not the sole person 
liable; he was only jointly liable with several other de 
fendants, against whom the plaintiff could proceed. Hs 
was only liable at all because one of the other defendants 
had been held to be his agent. Under any circumstances 
he ought not to be required to pay the money into court; 
the most that could be required of him would be to give 
security. Orders had been made without requiring pay. 
ment into court in Phosphate Sewage Company v. Hartmoml, 
20 Sorictrors’ Journal, 603,604; Southwell v. Bouditeh 
20 Soxicrrors’ JournaL, 259; Grant v. Banque Franey 
Egyptienne, 24 W. BR. 339; The Victoria, 24 W. R. 606; 
L. R. 1 P. D. 280. If security were required he woald 
ask for a fortnight’s time. 

Locock Webb, Q.C., submitted that the rule laid dow 
in Merry v. Nickalls, 21 W. R. 305, L, KR. 8 Ch, 205, was 
stillin force. This was decided in Cooper v. Cooper, & 
W. KR. 628, L. B. 2 Ch. D. 492. In this case payment it 
ought to be ordered without a moment’s delay. 

Frexp, J., made the order on the terms of Mr. Lonsdale 
giving security to the satisfaction of a jadge iu chambes 
within a fortnight. 


Aug. 29.—In re Bostock, deceased. 
Holdsworth v, Bostock, [M.R.} 
Administration action—Sale by trustees—Minerals—Resi- 
dential estate—Injunction, 

Motion by cestuis que trustent for an injunction to restrains 
sale of real estate by their trustees under the sanction of the cout, 
refused, with costs, 

This was a motion by cestwis que trustent for an injunction 
to restrain their trustees from carrying out a sale by am 
tion of real estate advertised to take place at two o’clot 
on the same day. The property a eee consisted off 
residential estate in Staffordshire of nearly 900 acres, auf 
evidence was given to the effect that coal would p 
be found under about 800 acres. The sale wae under i 
sanction of the court in an administration action. 

Smith Osler, for the potion, opatgnded that as the estas 
was « residential one with ceal underneath, the con 
ought to be very carefully considered. It might bes 
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question whether the minerals ought to be reserved, or 
whether they ought to be sold apart from the land, and 
visions ought to be made to prevent thd enjoyment of 
the surface from being interfered with in working the coal. 
He also read evidence by an auctioneer that August was a 
bad month for selling such property, and that a good price 
was not likely to be obtained. 2 
E, Beaumont, for the trustees, read evidence by another 
anctioneer, stating that the property had been extensively 
advertised, that numerous applications had been made re- 
ing it, that larger properties were to be put upat thesame 
gale, and that there was likely to be a spirited competition. 
The time of sale was chosen after careful consideration, and 
he believed that it was not the practice of the court to refrain 
from sales in August. 
Fretp, J., refused the motion with costs. 


Aug. 22, 29.—In re Great Australian Gold Mining 
Company (Limited). [V.C.H.] 

Company—Winding up— Appointment of official liquidator. 

Although, in appointing an official liquidator, the court gives 
a preference to the person nominated by the petitioners, the 
court will not appoint him unless his disinterestedness is above 
suspicion. 

Hence, where the petitioners had interests adverse to the 
general interests of the company, the court refused to appoint 
the petitioners’ nominee. 

This company, which was formed to work a gold mine 
in Australia, was ordered to be wound up by Vice-Cnan- 
cellor Hall upon the petition of Messrs. Boyce, Walter, & 
Newton, the order being dated the 7th of Jaly, 1876. An 
appeal by the company from this order had been set down, 
bat the Vice-Chancellor had refused to stay proceedings 
pending the appeal. A summons for the appointment of an 
official liquidator had been taken out by shareholders before 
the chief clerk of Vice-Chancellor Hall, who ordered it to 
stand over. Subsequently, advertisements were issued, 
and a summons was taken out by the petitioners for the 
appointment of an official liquidator by the vacation chief 
clerk, who, after considerable opposition and discussion, 


said he saw no reason against appointing the nominee of. 


petitiouers, and adjourned the matter to the vacation 
udge. 

: The company had, in January, 1876, commenced an 
action against the persons of whom they purchased the 
mine, charging them with fraud, and claiming to have the 
contract cancelled, and the debentures and shares, which 
had been issued to them in part payment, delivered up to 
the company, and for other reiief, 

It appeared from the evidence that the petitioners 
Walter and Newton held debentures that had been issued 
to the vendors, which would, of course, be rendered value- 
lees in the event of the action being successful. Walter 
also claimed to be a creditor, but his debt was disputed ; 
and he held a power of attorney from one of the defend- 
ants in the action. The other petitioner, Boyce, had made 
an affidavit, in which he stated that his interest as a 
shareholder was that Walter's claim should be disallowed, 
and that the action should be successfully prosecuted; 
and that, although he had previously expressed an opinion 
that the claim was valid and the action misconceived, he 
wished both matters to be dealt with by the court upon 
the fullest evidence. Walter and Newton also made afli- 
davits in which they stated that they knew the daty of 
the official liquidator would be to place the claim in the 
“disputed” list, and to lay all the facts connected with 
the action before the judge and act under his directions. 

H. J. Hunter, for the petitioners, submitted that the rule 
of the court was that laid down by Romilly, M.R., and 
Maling, V.0., that, ceteris paribus, the nominee of the peti- 
tioners, was to be preferred. Lord Romilly said, in the 
case of In ve Albert Averaye Assurance Association, L. R. 
5 Ch, 597, that if the chief clerk, after examining into the 
case, acted upon that principle, he should not interfere 
with his discretion, That was precisely what the chief 
clerk bad done in the present case. James, L.J., in 
the same case, said that it wae competent for a judge to 
lay down a rule for himself, and that the Court of Appeal 
would not interfere with his discretion, He also cited 
Tn ve Northern Assam Tea Company, L. R. § Oh, G44, 
duct, Q.0,, an amious curiae, obaorved that the invariable 
rule of Jessel, M.R., was to appoind the petitioner's 





rominee, unless there was some definite and serious ob- 
jection to him. 

W. Pearson, Q.C., for creditors and shareholders holding 
over 3,000 shares, objected to the nominee of the peti- 
tioners, and asked for the appointment of a Mr. Cape. He 
suggested that the matter should be adjourned over the 
long vacation so that Vice-Chancellor Hall might make 
the appointment according to bis own rule. [FieLp, J.— 
I shall not do that.] Then he must ask his lordship to 
consider whether the petitioners’ nominee was, under the 
circumstances, likely to be sufficiently disinterested to 
discharge the duties of an official liquidator. It would be 
his daty to contest the claim of Walter, and to prosecute 
the action against the vendors, which, if successful, would 
entirely displace Newton’s interest in the mine. When 
the official liquidator was appointed, he would appoint his 
own solicitors, and it was worthy of remark that the 
solicitors of the petitioners, whom he would naturally ap- 
point, also acted for the defendants in the action. Under 
all the circumstances of the case, it would be infinitely 
preferable to have a thoroughly independent man as 
Official liquidator. There were decided, and he submitted 
insuperable, objections to the gentleman nominated by the 
petitioners, whoever he might be. 

Mander, for the committee of inspection, supported the 
nominee of the petitioners. 

E. P. C. Hanson and H. Greenwood, for shareholders hold- 
ing more than 10,000 shares, opposed the appointment of 
the petitioners’ nominee. 

Hunter, in reply, referred to the evidence of the peti- 
tioners, and urged that the gentleman nominated by them 
would act in a perfectly independent manner. : 

Fiexp, J.—I have been through the papers in this case, 
and have also carefully considered the authorities. Lord 
Romilly said that, as a general rule, ceteris paribus, he would 
appoint the nominee of the petitioners. Lord Hatherley and 
Lord Justice Giffard, in observing upon that in the case of the 
Northern Assam Tea Company, seem to have thought he laid 
down a hard-and-fast rule, and disapproved of such a course ; 
but in the Albert Average case Lord Romilly explained 
that he did not intend to lay down a hard-and-fast rule, 
and stated what his usual practice would bein the absence 
of special circumstances. But this is a case in which 
there are very special circumstances, and [ think the first 
and absolutely necessary element is that he should be 
perfectly disinterested. He should be like Ceesar’s wife — 
above suspicion. Now, as regards the present petitioners, 
Mr. Boyce has committed himself to certain opinions, 
is joined with two persons whose interests are adverse to 
the company. Mr. Walter has a disputed claim, and has 
lodged in the same house with one of the vendors to the 
company, and holds his power of attorney, and appears 
also to employ the same solicitors. On the whole, I have 
come to the conclusion that, without the slightest reflec- 
tion on the gentleman proposed by the petitioners, Mr. 
Cape will be the proper person to be appointed. All the 
costs will come out of the estate, except those of Mr. 
Mander’s clients. 

Solicitors, Peckham, Maitland, §& Peckham ; S, H. Head ; 
Halse, Tristram, § Co.; W. F. Stokes. 





The term of office of Mr. Arthur Hobhouse, Q.U., as 
legal member of the Council of the Governor-General of 
India will expire in February next. 

Dr. Tristram, in a letter to the Times, reveals the pain- 
ful fact that “the actual salary of the chief ecclesiastical 
judge of the province of Canterbury is £8, and that of 

York £1 10s. per annum. Prior to 1858 the services of the 
arohiepiscopal judges were remunerated indirectly by 
offices abolished by the Probate Act since 1858, that of 
Canterbury by the mastership of the faculties, producing 
now £620 per annum ; thatof York by the fees received from 
the chancellorship of the diocese, producing S300 per 
annum, By a provision in the Public Worship Regulation 
Act, the two provincial judgeships were directed, on and 
after the first vacancies, to be held by the same perso 
the mastership of the faculties being permanently annex 
to that of bonpanirg = but no provisioa os for any 
additional payment from the province of York. Thus, the 
provincial judge of York is left to perform the duties of his 
offi ce for an annual salary of £1 10s," 
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General Correspondence. 


Wait By PARTNERS UNDER BiLts oF ExcHANGE ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I recently applied to the Common Pleas Division 
to issue a writ of summons in the form given by the Bills 
of Exchange Act, at the suit of a firm in their partnership 
name, pursuant to ord. 16, r. 10, but although I referred to 
the case of Oger v. Bradman (24 W. R. 404) decided in 
the Common Pleas Division on February 15, 1876, the 
clerk refused to issue the writ in that form, and requested 
that the plaintiffs’ names should be set out in full. 

I believe the officials rely upon the case of Pollock v. 
Cambcll decided in the Exchequer Division on January 13, 
1876 (20 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, p. 232), and a decision of 
Mr. Justice Quain at chambers (20 Soticrtors’ JouRNAL, 
p- 141), but 1 am at a loss to see anything in the Bills of 
Exchange Act which prevents a firm from suing in their 
partnership name. Will any of your readers kindly suggest 
how this question should be determined ? 

London, E.C., Aug. 29. A Common Law CLERK. 





Costs. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—There are some apparently unsettled points as to 
costs that demand immediate settlement. Questions on 
Costs are still unsettled that one would have supposed 
should have been settled before the new practice had been 

in operation a month. I find, on taxing bills in the pre- 
sent month, such matters as the following are unsettled, 
-exceipt at the caprice of the particular master :— 

(1) Whether 5s. or 63. should be allowed where no pro- 
ceeding has been taken to carry a term fee ? 

(2) Whether costs of amending pleadings pursuant to 
ord, 27, r. 2, are costs in the cause, to be allowed to the suc- 
cessful party ? 

(3) Whether an affidavit of increase, when required by 
the opposite party, is to be allowed for, at'drawing and 
engrossing, 1s. 4d. per folio, or only 8d. per folio? 

As to No, 1, Master Johnson (Exchequer) has allowed 6s. 
to-day Master Hodgsoa (Queen’s Bench) only allowed 5s. ; 
as to!No. 2, Master Benett to-day refused to allow a suc- 
cessful plaiutiff the costs of one amendment of statement 
of claim ; and as to No. 3, Master Benett, also to-day, only 
allowed 1s. per folio for drawing and engrossing. As in 
agency houses the agency bills are being made out during 
the vacation, it is perplexing to find the question of costs 
cn many points so unsettled. 

Does this show anything like a desire on the part of the 
masters to fall in with the spirit of the late Acts, or is it 
not rather evidence of the contrary ? Unless some strong 
step is taken at once to control those having the direction 
of the working of the details under the recent Acts, I am 
satisfied that they will become practically a dead letter. 

Aug. 30. R. J. 








Appotntutents, Ete. 


Mr. Grorce BarnsripGE, solicitor, has been elected 
Town Clerk and Clerk to the Urban Sanitary Authority 
for the Borough of Middlesborough-on-Tees, in the place of 
‘Mr. John Thomas Belk, resigned. Mr. Bainbridge was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1860. 


Mr. Francis Barrow, barrister, has been appointed 
Judge of County Courts for Circuit No. 20 (comprising 
Leicestershire and other portions of the Midland counties), 
in succegsion to the late Mr. Serjeant Miller. Mr. Barrow 
is the only son of the late Rev. Francis Barrow, Vicar of 
Cranbrook, Kent. He was educated at Wadham College, 
‘Oxford, where he graduated second class in mathematics 
in 1841, He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in Trinity ‘Term, 1844, and is a member of the South- 
Eastern Circuit. He bas also practised on the East and 
West Kent Sessions, and before the Metropolitan Assess- 
‘ment Sessions. Mr. Barrow bas been Recorder of Roches- 
ter since 1867, and he has on several occasions presided at 





the Middlesex Sessions as deputy for Mr. Edlin, Q.C., the 
Assistant Judge. 


Mr. Uvepa.x Corset, barrister, has been appointed g 
Commissioner to conduct a Local Inquiry into the Logg 
Government and Taxation of certain Towns in Ireland, My. 
Corbett is the eldest son of the late Mr. Uvedale Corbet 
Winder, of Cotsbrooke, Shropshire, many years a judgeof 
county courts, He was born in 1818, and was educated gt 
Rugby ond at Christ Church, Oxford, where he graduated 
M.A. in 1842. Mr. Corbett was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1844, and formerly prae. 
tised on the Oxford Circvit. He has been for several year 
one of the inspectors of the Local Government Board, 


Mr. WititAm ALLEN Exuam, Q.C., has been appointed g 
Commissioner to conduct a Local Inguiry into the Loca} 
Government and Taxation of certain Towns in Ireland, 
Mr. Exham was called to the Irish bar in 1842, and ig 
member of the Munster Circuit. He became a Queen's 
Counsel in 1863. 


Mr. Epmunp Barry Law ess, Q.C., has been appointed 
a Commissioner to conduct a Local Inquiry into the Local 
Government and Taxation of certain Towns in Ireland, 
Mr. Lawless was called to the Irish bar in 1840, and 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1859. 


Mr. Artuur Macatister, C.M.G., has been appointed 
Agent-General for the Colony of Queensland. Mr, 
Macalister formerly practised as a solicitor at Brisbane, 
and was for several years a member of the Legislative 
Assembly. He has recently been Colonial Secretary and 
Prime Minister of Queensland, and he was created a Com- 
panion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George early 
in the present year. Mr. Macalister has also been 
appointed an Extra Commissioner for the Colony to the 
Philadelphia Exhibition. 

Mr. Tuomas Martin Marrtuews, Q.C., has been ap. 
pointed a Member of the Legislative Council of the Bahama 
Islands. Mr. Matthews was called tothe bar at Nassau in 
1833. He was for several years chief clerk to the Colonial 
House of Assembly, and was afterwards a member of that 
body. He was appointed a member of the Executive 
Council in 1850. He was acting Attorney-General for the 
Bahamas in 1850 and ia 1853, and acting Chief Justice in 
1875, in which year he was also appointed a Queen’s Counsel 
for the colony. 

Mr. Cuartes Maurice WItson, solicitor (of the firm of 
Senior & Wilson), of Bradford and Wakefield, has been 
elected Clerk to the Tong Street Local Board of Health, in 
the place of Mr. Samuel Wright, resigned. Mr. Wilson 
was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 





Obituary. 


MR. JAMES SCARLETT PRICE. 


Mr. James Scarlett Price, solicitor, of Burford, died at 
that place on the 14th ult., at the age of seventy-six, Mr. 
Price was born in 1800, and was admitted a solicitor in 
1824, and had praetised for over half a century in the 
town of Burford. He hada large private practice, and 
was @ perpetual commissioner for Oxfordshire. He had 
been for several years clerk to the magistrates for the 
Bampton West Division of the county, and to the Burford 
Highway Board. He was also clerk to the Burford, 
Lechlade, and Swindon Turnpike Roads until the dissola- 
tion of the trust about a year ago. For several years his 
son, Mr. William Scarlett Price (who was admitted & 
solicitor in 1860), had been associated with him in business. 
Mr. Price’s politics were Conservative. He was much 
esteemed in the town and neighbourhood of Burford for 
his high integrity and his kind and genial disposition, Mr. 
Price was buried on the 18th ult., in the family vault at 
Burford Church, and all the shops in the town were 
closed on that day. 


MR. HENRY BREMNER. 


Mr. Henry Bremner, solicitor, of Liverpool, died sud- 
denly on Tuesday, the 29th ult., at the age of sixty-0n®, 
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He was engaged on that day in conducting several case 
at the licensing sessions for that borough, and while 


| while jadge, to which plaintiff was a party. The defend- 
| ant in his answer says that “ whatever right the plaintiff 


addressing the magistrates he was seized with a fainting | may have lost, or whatever injary she may have sustained, 
fit. He was carried into an adjoining room, but died in a | she lost and sustained in consequence of the gross ignor- 


few minutes from disease of the heart. The court was at 
once adjourned. 
was admitted o solicitor in 1837, and had since practised 
jn Liverpool. He had been for many years solicitor to 
the Liverpool Licensed Victuallers’ Association, and had 
a very large practice in licensing business. He was 
‘also solicitor to the Liverpool Pilotage Association, and 
some of the local statutes affecting the interests of the 
pilots bad been drafted by him. He was formerly 
Conservative registration agent for Liverpool. Mr. 
Bremner was a perpetual commissioner for Lan- 
cashire. He leaves a widow and a large family. His 
eldest son, Mr. Henry Hodgson Bremner, was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1869, and 
practises on the Northern Circuit. Another son, Mr. 
Rupert Stanley Bremner (who was admitted a solicitor in 
1871) was in partnership with his father. 








Heqal Pews. 


It appears from the New Zealand Jurist that there are 
thirty-nine solicitors in Auckland and forty-four in 
Dunedin. 

Mr. Comyns William Lateward Berkeley, solicitor, of 
165, Marylebone-road, has been presented by the members 
of the D Division of Police with a handsome silver ink- 
stand, as a mark of the value of his services when appear- 
ing for members of the division in cases at the Marylebone 
Police-court. 

The Chicago Legal News thinks that the head-note to 
Blackman v. Bainton, 15 C. B. N. S. 482, is quaint: 
““ Twenty-five witnesses and a horse on one side against ten 
witnesses on the other. Held, not such a preponderance of 
‘inconvenience’ as to induce the court to bring back the 
venue from the place where the cause of action |(if any) 
arose.” . 

The Central Law Journal announces that “ the mills for 
the grinding out of candidates for distinction at the bar will 
soon again be ia full blast. The Union College of Law, 
Chicago, Ill., has eight professors, twenty-three lecturers, 
and a large list of students. The Law School of Harvard 
University is so well known as toneed no praise, The St. 
Louis Law School will open its next annual term October 
11. The full course is two terms of six months each, and 
the tuition, including daily use of the large and well- 
stocked library, is 50dols. per term.” 

From a report in the New Zealand Jurist of a judgment 
by Judge Ward in the district court of Oamaru, we extract 
the following description of the condition of a debtor in 
certain events under the provisions of the Debtor and 
Creditor Act, 1875:—‘‘ Under the Act, the proceedings 
can go no farther, but do not lapse, and no provision is 
made for quashing them, or for replacing the debtor in 
the position he occupied before filing the fatal statement 
ofinsolvency. Freed from his property, but not from his 
debte, of a certainty ‘the last state of that man is worse 
than the first.’ The wisdom of the Legislature has evi- 
dently deemed it fitting that a debtor, who has not re- 
served a portion of his estate sufficiently large to induce 
his creditors to attend his meetings in hope of a dividend, 
should go down to his grave in a state of liquidation. 
Until his debts are merged in the great debt of nature, 

“* Years may come and years may go, 
But he remains for ever’ 
an unliquidated man. It may be a comfort to him in his 
painful situation to reflect that when he filed his state- 
ment of insolvency—and paid the fees thereoo—he un- 
consciously enrolled himself in the ‘noble army of 
martyrs’ to colonial legislation.” 


A somewhat remarkable action, says the Albany Law 
Journal, was lately brought in New York by a woman 
against an ex-judicial officer. The complaint asked for 
50,000dols, damages against the defendant for alleged 
partiality in his rulings in an action tried before him 








ance and negligence of her attorney,’’ who conducted the 


The deceased was born in 1815, and | litigation before the defendant, and who, as it happens, is 


her attorney in the action against the judge. The 
attorney for plaintiff moved to strike out the clause in the 
answer mentioned as irrelevant, but the court denied the 
motion. We presume, however, that it would make but 
little difference in the result of the suit, whether the ob- 
jectionable part of the answer remained in or not, and we 
fear the plaintiff will experience much difficalty in sus- 
taining her ground of action, as we think a judge can 
hardly be held liable for partiality on the bench. The 
only remedy we have ever heard of for judicial leaning 
toward your opponent is that in vogue in the Western 
States of adjourning to some public place after the trial 
is over, aud abusing the judge. While this may not be 
of advantage to the dissatisfied party, either mentally, 
morally, or pecuniarily, it enables him to place his ideas 
on the matter, so to speak, on record, which will be all 
that will-probably be done by the plaintiff in the New 
York suit. 


A correspondent of the Aljany Law Journal relates the 
following anecdote of a New Bedford lawyer, recently 
deceased :—‘* The lawyer in question, who was then quite 
young, was retained as advocate in a case, on which, not 
feeling himself sufficiently prepared to plead, he was very 
‘desirous of obtaining a postponement. As, however, the 
court had already protracted its session beyond the usual 
period in consequence of an unusual amount of business, 
and of course the jury were getting impatient to be re- 
leased from their daress, he was well aware that it would 
be impossible to procure such a postponement unless he 
could allege some extraordinary cause. . Fortunately, or 
unfortusately, as the result proved, he had a lively 
imagination, and bad quickly formed a plan which he was 
sure would be successful. Rising, with-his handkerchief 
to his eyes, he addressed the court in great apparent emo- 
tion—‘ May it please the court, 1 have just heard of the 
dangerous illness of my venerable mother, who is lying at 
the point of death. Under such circumstances, much as 
I regret protracting an already lengthened session, I must 
request that this case be postponed. My feelings are so 
powerfully agitated that I should be unable to do justice 
to the case, feeling, as I do, that my proper place is at the 
bedside of my mother.’ The pathetic appeal was com- 
pletely successful. A feeling of earnest sympathy for the 
afflicted counsel pervaded all hearts, and the jurors, though 
anxious to return to their families, were not sufficiently 
hard of heart to wish to have the business of the court 
proceed at such a sacrifice of personal feelings. The judge, 
who was a tender-hearted man, had risen, and was about 
to grant the request of the counsel, when the deep hush 
was broken by a shrill voice, which proceeded from a lady 
in a Quaker bonnet, who was bending over the railing of 
the gallery. It was the mother of the eloquent counsel, 
who, so tar from being at the point of death, came, with- 
out her son’s knowledge, to hear him plead, ‘ Timothy, 
Timothy,’ she exclaimed, in a voice which could be heard 
all over the house—‘ Timothy, Timothy, how often have I 
chastised thee for lying!’ It is needless to say that the 
court-room fairly shook with laughter, and the eloquent 
counsel—the late Timothy Coffin—sat down completely 
nonplussed.” 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 





September 1, 1876. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


3 per Cent. Consols, 964 Annuitiss, April, 85, 0} 

Ditto for Account, Sept., 964 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Do 3 per Cent. Rednesd, 964 Ex Bille, £1000, 24 perCt 27pm 
New 3 per Cent., 964 Ditto, £500, Do, 27 pm. 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, #4 Ditto, 2100 & £200, 27 pm, 

Do. 2¢ per Cont., Jan. "94 Bank of England Stock, — per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. '78 Ct. (laat half-year), 257 
Annaities, Jan, ’80— Ditte for Account. 
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Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


In the Bank return yesterday the reserve shows a small 
decrease, but the proportion of reserve to liabilities still 
remains at nearly 61 per cent. The foreign market has 
been firm, and Argentine Stocks show a very considerable 
rise on the anrouncement of the payment of the dividend 
due to-day. Home railways have been flat, the traffics in 
most cases showing a decrease ; North British, North- 
“astern, and Caledonian have declined about 4 per cent., 
and most other lines show a fall of 1 to 2 per cent. 
Consols close at 96 to 96} for money and account. 

The prospectus of the United States Funded Loan has 
been issued. The amount offered is 300,000,000dols., in 
4} per cent. bonds. The price of issue is £103 10s. for 
every 500dols. bond. ‘The bonds may at the option of the 
holder be inscribed, and cheques for the dividends will be 
sent from Washington to the registered address of the 
holder in any part of Europe. The bonds are in amounts 
of 50dols., 100dols., 500dols., 1,000dols., and 5,000, 


10,000, 20,000, and 50,000dols. 








MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
MARRIAGES. 

Burter—Trmmrs—Aug. 23, at St. Peter’s Church, Dublin, 
William Henry Butler, M.A., of the Inner Temple, barris- 
ter-at-law, to Mary, eldest daughter of John Tibbs, late of 
the War Office, Dublin Castle. 

Rawson—Fow.Lzer—Aug. 23, at St. Mary’s, Aylesbury, John 
Rawson, solicitor, Great Marlow, to Agnes Fanny, fourth 
daughter of John Kersley Fowler, of Aylesbury. 

WHitTIncTon—TIBBATTs—Aug. 26, at St. Peter’s, Cornhill, 
Thomas Whittington, of The Limes, Shortlands, Kent, and 
3, Bishopsgate-street-without, London, solicitor, to Emma 
Mary, ay daughter of the late John Tibbatts, of Bishops- 
ga‘e, iroufounder and manufacturer. 

DEATH. : 

Harrison—Aug. 17. at his residence, Mabe House, Kensing- 
ton-park, London, W., Edward Mattison Harrison, of the 
Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, only son of the late 
Richard Mattison Harrison, of Sizerghfellside, Westmorland. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Feipay, Aug. 25, 1876. 
LIMITED Iv CHANCERY. 

Crown Fire Insurance Company, Limited.— Field, J., has fixed Sept 5, 
at 12, atthe chambers of V.C, Malins, for the appointment of an 
ficial liqnidator. 

Langhsm Skating Rink Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Aue 22, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon, on Nov 
4. Barker, St Michael’s House, Cornhill, solicitor for the peti- 
tioners. 

Midland Counties (Ireland) Distillery Company, Limited.—Creditors 
are required, on or before Saturday, Sept 30, tu send their rames and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Esrle 
Hodges, Abchurch lane. Monday, Oct 30, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and ciaims. 


Tcespay, Aug. 29, 1876. 
County PaLaTine or Lancaster. 
Bodferi Hematite Iron Mining Ccmpany, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Ang 24, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chan- 
cellor on Nov 7. Gee, Liverpool. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tvespay, Aug 2991876 
Foresters’ Children’s Funeral Fond, Marquis of Lansdowne Hotel, 
Oxford rd, Bishopwearmouth, Durham. Aug 24. 
“ "eg Friendly Society, Leopard inn, Kingswinford, Stafford. 
ug 24, 
Bankrupt 
Fripay, Aug. 25, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London 
Mcintosh, Joho Mordannt, Woosfield crescent, Elgin rd, Westbourne 
park. PetAng 2s. Hazlitt, Sept? at 12 
Reece, Herbert Perey, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Tobicconist. Pet Aug 
9(24. Hoeziitt, Sept 14 ut 12 
Unsthenk, Jotn, Bevington 14, Westbourne park, Ornamental Hair 
Mavufscturer, Pet Aug 23. Hazlitt. Sept 7 at ll 
To surrender in the Country. 
Beaumont, Joe Firth, Bradford, York, Grocer. Pet Aug 22. Lee. 
Bradford, Sept 29 at 9 
Burgess, John, Swanses, Glamorgen, Joiner, Pet Aug 3. Jones. 
Swansea, Sept 11 st 12 
—— ie Exeter, Hair Dresser. Pet Aug 23. Daw. Exeter, 
pte at 
Davison, James, Bulman’s Village, Northumberland, Bufider. Pet Aug 
al. Be agen ong Newcastle, m7 ati2 
munds, in, Leicester, fact . Pet Aug2z2, ram, 
Leicester, Gept 11 at 12 ” 7 





Waugh. Cockermouth, Sept !1 at 3 


ton, Salford, Sept 6 at 11 
Tavlor, Henry, and Richard Trent, Oldham, Lancashire, Bricklayers, 
Pet Aug 2!. Lee. Oldham, Sept 6 at tt 
Tuespay, Aug. 29, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Brooks, William, Chippenham mews, Harrow rd, Cab Proprietor, 
Pet Aug 25. Hazlitt. Sept 15 atil 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bennett, Henry, Kingsten-upon-Hull, Merchant. Pet Aug 17. Rollit, 
Kirgston-upon-Hull, Sept 25 at 3 
Fells, Frederick, Priory grove, Priory rd, Wandsworth rd, Dairyman, 
Pet Aug 22. Willoughby. Wandsworth, Sept 15 at 12 
Gordon, Charles William, Wheathampstead, He rtford, Victualler, Pet 
Aug 22, Edwards. St Alban's, Sept 20 at 1.30 
Higgins, James, Oldham, Lancashire, Grocer, Pet Aug 23. Tweedale, 
Oldham, Sept 9 at 12 
Knowles, James, Manchester, Mill Furnisher. Pet Aug 25. Lister, 
Salford, Sept '3 at 11 
Stovmn, Walter, Sheffield, Coal Merchant. Pet Aug 23. Wake. Shef- 
field, Sept 20 at 11 
BANKRUPTCI£S ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Aug. 25, 1876. 
Gribble, Frederick Wynne, Shooter's bill, Kent, Aug 9 
Hughes, William Edward, Brussels, Belgium, Non-trader. Aug 23 
Martin, W G » Uxbridge, Middlesex, Tea Dealer. Aug 19 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Aug 28, 1876, 

Barge, Thomas, Sheffield, Grocer. Sept 7 at 11 at offices of Webster, 
Hartshead, Sheffield 

Beavis, Cornelius Wood, Shirley, Hants, Builder. Sept 6 at 12 a 
offices of Bassett, Gloucester sq, Sduthampton 

Bettison, John, Bedford, Tanner. Sept 14 at I at officcs of Sharman 
and Small, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Boodle, Alfred William, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Solicitor. Sept 4 at 
3 at offices of Pruen, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Bull, Henry, Regent’s park rd, Saddler. Sept 2 at 12 at offices of 
Mitchell, Argyll st, Regent st. Goatly 

Butteriss, Tnomas, Hallaton, Leicester, Builder. Sept 7 at 3 at offices 
of Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 

Capper, Henry, Thomas William Ward, sen, Herbert Ward, and 
Thomas William Ward, jun Sheffield, Forgers. Sept 7 at 2 at 
offices of Clegg and Sons, Bank st, Sheffield 

Catlow, Ricnard, Preston, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer. Septé 
at 2.30 at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Hindle, 
Over Darwen 

Cbambers, John Horatio, Birmingham, out of bus'‘ne+s. Sept 5 at 10,18 
at offices of East. Eldon chamber-, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Coliedge, John, Warwick, Coal Merchant, Sept. 5 at 12 at offices of 
Snapeand Goue, High st, Warwick 

Colston, William Battersby, Birmingham, Laather Seller. Sept 6 ab 
11 at offices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Cooper, George, Derby, ¥lorist. Sept ll at 2at the Milland Hotel, 
Derby. Hextatl, Derby 

Cooper, George, and James Augustus Bromley, Paternoster row, 
Printers, Sept 13 at 3 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. 
Bradley, Mark lane 

Crakeplace, William, Workington, Cumberland, Joiner. Sept 19 at ll 
at the Station Hotel, Workington, Thompson, Workington 

Davis, Frederick, Webber st, Blackfriars, Carman. Szpt 4 at 3 at 
oftices of Hicklin and Washington, Trinity sq, Southwark 

Dean, Luke, Birmingham, Hatter. Sept 6 at 3 at offices of Parr, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Douthwaite, George Mather, Deepcar, nr Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper 
Sept 2 at 11 at offices of Porrett, Queen st, Shettleld 

Draycott, George Anthony, Farleigh rd, Stoke Newington, Clerk, 
er 2 at 2 at the Royal George Hotel, Rugby. Gray, King st, Cheap 
side 

Eder, David Martin, Basinghall *«t, Merchant. Sept 20 at % at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Nash and Field, Queen st, Cheapaide 

Edwards, Johu, and Charles Edwards, Cefn Mawr, Denbigh, Drapers. 
Sept 12 at 12 at offices of Morris, Priory, Wrexham 

Emery, Charles Edward, Newcastle-upon-Tyae, Solicitor’s Clerk. Sapt 
8 at 3 at offices of Stanford, Coliiagwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Falkner, William, Newark-apon-Trent, Nottimgham, Wine Merch «at, 
Sept 7 at 1 at the Ram Hotel, Castle gate, Newark-upon-Trent. Balk, 
Nottingham 

Flowerdew, frederick Charles, Crewkerne, Somerset, Innkeeper. Sept 
# at 12 at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Budge, Crewkerne 

Fraser, Lewis James, and George John Fraser, White Lion court, Corn- 
hill, Eust India Merchants. Dec 21 at ll at the Cannon st Hotel, 
Dawes and Son, Angel cout, Throgmorton at 

Gardiner, William, Arthur st, Chelsea, Chandier’s Shop Keeper. Sept! 
at 4 at 37, Bedforé row. Marshall 

Geisler, Henry, Malton, York, Umbrella Maker. Sept 7 at 11 at 
offices cf Bartliff, Market place, Malton 

Green, James, Tiverton, Devon, Cowkeeper. Sept 7 at 12 at offices of 
White, Castile st, Exeter 

Halfpenny, mpeg! | John, High st, Deptford, Wheelwright. Sept 18 at 
% at offices of Fenton, Bwll’s Pond’s rd, Islington 

Hardy, William Duffield, Kingston-upon-Hall, Tailor, Sept 5 at 3 at 
offices of Chambers, Scale jane, Kingston-upon-LHull 

Hawkeworth, Thomas, Todmorden, York, Nail Maker, Sept 7 at 3 at 
offices of Craven, Todmorden 

flolderness, Thomas Hunter, Liverpool, Merehan, Sept 5 at 2 a 
offices of Chalmers, Fenwick st, Liverpool. Hal! and Co, Liverpool 

Hughes, David, jun, Kidwelly, Oarmarthen, Butcher. Sept 9 at 10,30 
at offices of Green and Griffiths, St Mary st, Carmarthen 

Hughes, Joseph, Barbourne, Worcester, Grocer. sept 6 at 11 at offices 
of Ballard, Pierpoint st, Worcester 





Hughes, Samuel, Dresden, Stafford, Railway Goods Porter. Sept 5 a 
11 at offices of! Sianey aud Son, Newcastle-under-Ly mo 





Sept. 2, 1878, 


————<———== 4 
Graham, Joseph, Workington, Cumberland, Ironmonger, Pet Aug 2, 
Schwarz, Hermann, Manchester, Wine Merchant. Pet Aug 22, Hy. j 
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Bur'ey, pest, Banier, Seotint, oat of business, Sept 4 at 11 at 22, 


pe femeel, King’s Norton, Worcester, Journeyman, Engine Fitter. 
Sept 2 at 12 at offices of Fal'ows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
James, Gwilym, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Sapt 6 at 11 at 
offices of Phillipe, Maendy place, Aherdars 
, Samuel, Hanley, Stafford, Commission Agent. Sept 5 at 4 at 
offices of Turner, Bagnall st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Knight, Joshaa, Birmingham, Broker, Sept 7 at 10.15 at offices of 
fast, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Lirminghana 
Lee, William, Gosforth. Northumberland, Builder. Sept 7 at 2 at 
of Elsdon, Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
, Harris, Whitechapel rd, Clothier, Sept 12 at 3 at 3, Commercial 
st, Whitechapel. Pittman, Stamford st, Blackfriars 
y. Charles George, Cardiff, Chemist. Sspt 8 at 2 at offices of 
Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Morgan, Cardiff 
Morecroft, Thomas Frederick, Barton Turn, Stafford, Cement Manu- 
facturer. Sept 11 at 1 at 18, Wardwick, Derby. Moodv, Derby 
Oliver, John, Bishopwearmonth, Durham, Blacksmith, Sept 7 at 3 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Fawcett st, Bishopwearmouth. Smith, North 
Shields 
Owen, William, and Joseph Arnold Cook, Manchester, Merchants, 
Sept 18 at 3 at offices of Mann, Cooper st, Manc ester 
Pardoe, John, Olibury, Worcester, Registrar of Births and Deaths. 
Sept 12 at 11 at offices of Shakespear2, Charch st, Oldbury 
Pearlman, Moses, Liverpool, Picture Frame Manufacturer. Sept 14 
3 at offices of Nerdon, Cork st, Liveroool 
Peeke, George, Tunbridge We'ls, Kent, Nurseryman. Sept 6 at 4 at 
the Camden Hotel, Calverley rd, Tunbridge Wells. Palmer, Ton- 


Porter, Frank, Sun st, Bisho ‘sgate, Shxe Manufacturer. Sept 4 at 2 at 
offices of Dubois, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Lucas, Clifford’s 


inn 
Potter, Herbert Edward, Wymeswold, Leicester, Auctionesr. Sapt 7 at 
12 at the King’s Heai Hotel, Loughborough. Fowler and Co, 
Leicester 
Rees, Lewis Gibbon, Swansea, Glamorgan, Painter. Sept 7 at 11 at 
offices of Thomas, Rutland st, Swansea 
Rickards, Charles Reuben, Haresfield, Gloucester, Butcher. Sept 5 at 
1 at offices of Haines, St John’s lane, Gloucester 
Roberts, Benjamin Edwin, Oxford, Clothier. Sept 9 at 12 at officas of 
Druce, High st, Oxford 
Roberts, Edward, Penypass, Carnarvon, Butcher. Sept 6 at 1 at the 
Glan Aver Hotel, B-ttwsycoed, Jones, Conway 
Robertson, Helen, Cheetham, L hire, Ir ger. Sept ll at 3 
at offices of Hankinson, St James’s sq, Manchester 
Rovertson, John, Leicester, Draper. Sept 11 at 12 at offices of Wright, 
Belvoir st, Leicester 
Rosenthall, James Herman, Small Heath, nr Birmingham, General 
Dealer. Sept 6 at 10.15 at offices of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry 
st, Birmingham 
Rudd, Benjamin, Mare st, Hackney, Furnishing Undertaker. Sept 5 at 
3 atotfices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Sayce, John, Birmingham, Boot Maker. Sept 2 at 11 at offices of Fal- 
lows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
‘Sears, James, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer. Sept 4 at 3 at offices 
of Jeffery, Market sq, Norchamp‘on 
Shaw, Josiah, Manchester, Wine Retailer, Sept Il at 3 at offices of 
Hardy, Oxford st, Manchester 
Sbuter, Samuel, Brushfield st, Bishopsgate, Hat Manufacturer, Sept 7 
at 3 at offices of Cattlin, Guildnall yari 
Siddall, James, Preston, York, Timber Merchant. S:pt 11 at 1 at offices 
of Teale and Son, Leyburn 
‘Simms, Joseph, Heckmoudwike, York, Rag Merchant. Sept 7 at 11 
at offices of Sykes, Oak st, Heckmondwike 
‘Smeaton, James Gray, Harwood rj, Waltham green, Horticultaral 
Architect. Sspt 6 at 12 at offices of Harrison, Fowke’s buildings, 
Great Tower st 
‘Smetham, William, Bradford, York, Grocer. Sept 5 at 4 at offices of 
Lister and Co, Nelson st, Bradtord 
Smith, Henry, Lesdenhali Market, Poulterer. Sept 7 at2at 8, Ship 
Tavern passage, Leadenhall st. Martin, Fenchurch st 
‘Strickson, George Bland, Harmston, Lincoln, Grocer. Sept 14 at 11 
at offices of Toynbee and Co, Bank st, Lincoln 
‘Studhulme, George, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Slatar. Sept 7 at 2at offices 
of Bewell, Grey st, Newcistle-upon- Tyne 
Swindelis. Francis, Balladen, Lancashir, out of basiness, Sept 7 at 12 
at the Queen's Hotel, Rawtenstall. Phillips, Bacup 
‘Taylor, Ralph, Sunderland, Durham, Beerhouss Keeper. Sept 8 at 3 at 
offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 
Terrell, Hull, Guildha'l chambers, Solicitor. Sept 8 at 12 at officas of 
Terrell and Honey, Aldermanbury 
as, David, Swansea, Glamorgan, Plumber. Sept 7 at 3 at offices 
_,.Of Buse, Temple st, Swausen, Davies and Hartland, Swansea 
Thomas, William, Montgomery, Shoe Maker. S pt 9 at 12.30 at the 
Crown Ton, Montgomery. Williams and Oo, Newtown 
Thornton, Edward, Ewlee, Flint, Publican, Sept 5 at 12 at offices of 
Churton, Eastgate buildings, Chester 
Thornton, John, Bradford, York, Greengrocer, S pt 5 at 11 at offices 
n of Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 
dole, Owen, Bristol, Horse Dealer, Sept 6 at 12 at oMices of Benson 
And Thomas, Broad st, Bristol 
Turton, Joshua, Millwood st, Ladtroke grove rd, Kensington, Green- 
gael Aug 30 at 10 at offices of Fulcher, Curnwall rd, Keasing- 





Vaughan, Edward, Dalston lane, Builder, Se 
4 , pt lat 2at 56, Great 
We {ascot st, Aiduate, Ogle, Worship at, Finsbury #q Z 
ed more, Wyatt, and William Smith, Manchester, Coach Builders, 
p . &t Sat offices of Kills, Ularence buildings, Booth st, Man- 


Warner, Richard, and Thomas Warner, W 
, ¢ argrave, Berks, Builders, 
wget hat ‘Latthe Ball Hotel, Maidenhead. Brown, Matdsnhead 


Francia, Sheffield, 
dons, Benk oe ae Sept 6 at 3 at offices of Clegg and 


‘Wilson, James, Manshester, Joi 
ner. Sept 1! 
wt tn Dales @, Maeno opt Lt at 3 ac offices of Cradiand, 
Aveta ve William, Dulwich rd, Builder, Sept 7 at 2 at the 
in Mart, Tokenhouse yard, Rorcoe and Co, King at, Fiorbury oq 





Wood, Joseph, Strond, Gloucester, Cabinet Maker. Sept 6 at 12 at the 
Swan Hotel. Stroai. 3S nith 
‘Wyatt, Samuel, Hampstead heath, Greengrozer. Sspt 2 at 2 at offices 
of Marshall, Betford row 
Yeulett, Henry Byroa, Bath, Sonersat, Auctionser. S2pt6 at ll atl, 
Manvers st, Bath. Simmons and Clark 
Tugsvay, Aug 29, 1376. 
Affisck, James, and John Affleck. Middlesvoronzh, York, Auctioneers. 
Sept 7 at 1 at the Queen’s Hotel, Leads. Teale, Middleshorough 
Alexarder, William Thomas, Hereford, Plamber. Sept 13 at 4 at offices 
of Corner, High Town, Hereford 
Appelbee, Morris, Cropthorne, Worcester, Farmer. Sapt 8 at 12 at 
Offices of New and Co, Bridze st, Eveshan 
Balaam, John, Renilesham rd, Hackney downs, Florist. Seat 6 at 2 
at offices of Be'lgrove, Somerford grove, Stoke Newington 
Bamber, John, Liverpool, Estate Agent. S:pt 18 at1l at offices of 
Lows, Castle st, Liverpool 
Barker, Augustus Edward, Neel’ te rrice, Harrow rd, Bookseller. Sapt 
7 at 12 at offces of Carr and Co, Basinghall st 
Barnes, Thomas, Port Clarence, Durham, Keelman. Sept Sati at 
Offices of Gibson and Wi'kinson, Station st, Middiesborou zh 
Birkenshaw. Cornelius, Wakefield, York, Innkeep2.. ot ll at 3 at 
the Strafford Arms Hotel, Wakefiel?4. Lodge, Wakefield 
Binnden, Philip Prouting, Holl »way rd, Draper. Sapt 8 at 12 at 145, 
Cheapside. Beckitt, Clemer:’3 inn, S:rand 
Bridge, Alexander, Gateshead, Darhan, Innkerper. S»pt tl at IL at 
offices of Keenlyside and Forster, St Jona’s chambers, Graingsr st, 
west, Newcastie-noon-Tyne 
Carey, William, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Watch Mixer Sixt L2 at 20° 
offices of Barnard and Co, A!bion chambers, Bristol. Stephens, Car- 
diff 
Clark, John, Bristo!, Hatter. Sept 7 at 12 at o‘ices of Tricks aad Co, 
City chatnbers, Nicholas st, Bristol 
Clarke, William, Mounts>rrell, Leicester, Commercial Traveller. 
Sept 12 at 3 at offices of Fitter, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Wright, 
Leicester 
Cole, William, Birmingham, Baker. Sept !1 at 3 at offices of Wright 
and Marshal!. Town Hall chambers, New st, Birmingham 
Coleman, James, Liverpool, Grocer. Sept 13 at 3 at offices of Ritson, 
Dale st, Liverpool 
Colridge, Thomas, Lettaford Farm, North Bovey, Devon, Yeoman, Sapt 
13 at 11 at offices of Creed, Courtenay st, Newton Abpot ; 
Coo, Thomas, and Charles Cook, Ludlow, Silop, Plumbers. Sept l4at 
12 at offices of Weyman, Broad st, Ludlow 
Davison, Joseph, and George Leybourne, Witton Gilbert, Durham, 
Timber Merchants. Szpt 13 at 11 at offices of Salkeld, Elvet bridge, 
Durham 
Deakin, James, Great Malvern, Worcester. Refreshment House Pro- 
prietor. Sept 12 at 11 at offizes of Corbett, Avenue House, The 
Cross, Worcester 
Drake, Thomas Benjamin Mendall, Wells-next-tie-Sex, Norfolk, 
Schoolmaster. Sept 5 at 1! at offices of Loynes, Buttlanis, Wells- 
next-the-Sea 
Edgley, James, Crewe, Cheshire, Baker. Sept 9 at 12 atoffices of War- 
burton, Mill st, Crewe 
Elliott, Elizabeth Adelaide, Millbrook, Cornwall, Batcher. Sept ll at 
11 at offices of Elworthy and Co, Courtenay st, Piym at’ 
Elliso1, George, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Sept 9 at 10.15 at offices of 
East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Biruinghan 
Elsmore, Anne, Gloucester, License? Victualler. S»pt 12 at 3 at offises 
of Haines, St John’s lane, Gloucester 
Fletcher, Joseph, Tipton, Stafford, Grocer. Sept 6 at 11 at offices of 
Travis, Church lane, Tipton 
Ford, Henry, Werrington, Northampton, Blictsmith. Spt Ll at 13 
at offices of Gaches, Uathedral cateway, Peterborough 
Foreman, George, Corbridge, Northumberland, Grocer. Sept 14 at It 
at offices of Hunter, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Fox, George, Kridlington, York, Bank Manager. Sep* l2at 11 at the 
Black Lion Hotel, Bridiingt»n. West, Bridlington Quay 
French, Francis, South Bank, York, Grover. Sept 8 at 2 at offices of 
Gibson and Wilkinson, Station st, Middlesborough 
Gilbert, Jame, an4 Margaret Gi!bert, Newick, S issex, Grocers. Sapt 
18 at 12 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Grasham st. Jones, Lewes 
Grant, James, Kentish Towo rd, Batcher. Sept 14 at 11 at officas of 
Owles, Chancery lane 
Grindel!, George Henry, Kingston-upon-Hu!'l, Commission Agent. Sept 
f at 3 ut offices of Chambers, Scale lane, Kingston-upoa-Hull 
Hahnel, Robert, Ash grove, Cambridgs Heath rd, Boot Maouvactucer. 
Sept 6 at 10 at the Victoria Tavera, Morpeth rd, Bethnal green. 
Hicks, Annis rd, South Hackney 
Hall, George, Birmingham, Jeweller’s Factor. Sept 9 at 12 at offices 
of East. El ion chambers, Cherry st. Birmingham 
Hamer, David, Great Gate, Kerry, Montgomery, Farmer. Sept 11 at 
12 at offices of Williams and Co, The Bank, Newtown 
Harriso”, Robert, and Jacod Harrison, Leis, Mastard Manafactarers, 
Sept 6 at 2 at offices of North and Sons, East parade, Leeds 
Hawtin, William, Alcester, Warwick, Lodging House Keeper, Sapt20 
at 11 at offices of Jones, Alcester 
Heald, George, West Cornforty, Durham, Fruiterer, Sept 15 at 3 at 
Carr’s Half Moon Hotel, Dutham. Brigvall, jus, Durham 
Hill, John, Lydford, Devon, Shopkeeper. Seot 8 at 12 at offices of 
Bridgman, Church lane, Tavistock 
Hilton, Benjamin, Liverp ol, Cart Owner. Sept 15 at 2 at offices of 
Woodburn and Co, Harrington st, Liverpool 
Hobday, Henry Faward, Worcester, Carver, Sep: 11 at Sat ofices of 
Pitt, The Avenue, Cross, Worcester 
Tio mes, John, Bradford, York, Commission Agent. Sept5 at 1! as 
offices of Dawson and Greaves, Kirkgate, Bradford 
* Holt, Robert Burbank, Crystal! Palace, Sydenham, Jewoller. Sept lL 
at 3 at the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson plac), Birmingham. Reace 
and Harris, Birmingham 
Howcroft, Elizyber:h, Guisbrough, York, Timber Merchant. Saptil 
at 11 at the Town Hall, Guisbrough 
Howorth, Wiliam Heory, Hipperholme, York, Architeot, Sept 9 ab 3 
at offices of Wavell and Oo, at, Halifax 
Howse, Francis, Birmingham, Hair Dresser. Sept 8 at 10.15 at offices 
of East, Eldon chambers, Coerry at, Birmingham 
Hudson, Henry, Old Ford rd, Bow, Morehavt, Sept (Sat 2 at 
offices of Forewan and Co, Gresham at. Mason, Gresham st 
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ullock, Robert, Workington, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Sept 22 at 11 
at the Station Hotel, Workington, Thompson, Workington 

Hunt, William, Stockport, Cheshire, Commission Agent. Sept 21 at 4 
at offices of Best, Lower King st, Manche ter 

Jackson, Joshua, Little Coliege st, Upper Tnames st, Ink and Rainwater 
Purifier Manufacturer. t 15 at 3 at offices of Pinchard and 
Shelton, Queen st, Wolverhampton. Smith and Co, Bread st, Cheap- 


side 
Jenkins, Sarah, Cwmplin, Carmarthen, Grocer. Sept 9 at 3 at offices 
of Howell, Stepney st, Lianelly 
Jephson, Mountney, Park st, Esq. Sept 6 at 8 at offices of Cutler and 
Co, King st, St James’s 
Johnston, Joshua Lester, and Joseph Livingston, Manchester, Pro- 
vision Merchants. Sept 14 at3 at offices of Rylance and Barker, 
Essex st, Manchcster 
Jones, John Price, Ruthin, Denbigh, Tailor. Sept 9 at 10 at offices of 
Louis and Edwards, Ruthin 
Jones, Rhoda Eliza, Malvern Link, Worcester, Schoolmistress. Sept 
11 at 11 at the Belle Vue Hotel, Great Malvern. Miller, Worcester 
Jurd, John, Cheshire, Clerk ot Works, Sept 13 at 2 at offices of Cart- 
wright, Pepper st, Chester 
Kew, William, Algar st, Rotherithe, Ballast Contractor. Sept 13 at 2 
at offices of Hudgell and Dell, Gresbam st. Chapman, Fenchurch st 
Knight, Edward, Cheitenham, Gl » CO ission Agent. Sept lt 
at 10 at offices of Clark, High st, Cheltenham 
Lawron, James Studd, Hackford-next-Reepham, Norfolk, Saddler. 
Sept 9 at 12 at offices of Emerson and Sparrow, Rampant Horse st, 
Norwich 
Makin, Joseph, Gorton, nr Manchester, Boot Dealer. S2pt19 at 3 at 
Offices of Gardver, Brown st, Manciie-ter 
Malinson, Joseph, jun, Shettielt, Confectionery Mannfacturer. 
12 at 12 at offices of Aaty and Son, Queen st, Sheffield 
Maughan, Gecrze, Low Spennymoor, Durham, Tailor. Sept 13 at 11 
at Carr’s Halt Moon Hotel, Durham. Brignall, jun, Durham 
Mould, Walter. New Charton, Kent, out of business, Sept 9 at 11 at 
offices of Whale, Cheapside : 
Mullock, Isaac, Walton, nr Liverpool, Boot Maker. Sept 22 at 11 at 
offices of Lowe, Castle st, Liverpool 
Murgatroyd, Henry Albert, Winchilil, York, Auctioneer. Sept 4 at 3 at 
offices of Singleton, Booth st, Bradford 
Murphy, Robert, Manchester, Cattle Salesman. 
of Mann, Cooper st, Mauchester 
Murrio, Josiah, Royal hill, Greenwich, Carpenter. Sept 6 at 3 at 78, 
London st, Greenwich. Bristow, Laurence Pountney lane E.C. 
Nicholson, William George, and John Morris, Manchester, Druggist’s 
Sundriesmen, Sept 14 at 1i at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, 
Manchester. Crowther, Manchester 
Norton, Thomas, Lansdown villas, Tottenham, Ship Owner. Sept 18 
st 3 at offices of Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry chambers 
O’Hailoran, John, Merthyr Tyafil, Giamorgan, Outfitter. Sept 11 at 
12 at ofhces of Beddoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 
-Osborne, James, Crawiord st, Bryanston square, Portmanteau Maker. 
Sept (6 at 12 at offices of Berkeley, Marylebone rd 
Parkes, Joseph, Birkennead, Cheshire, Grocer’s Clerk. Sept 7 at 2 at 
offices of Thompson and Simm, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 
Penwern, Jeseph, Tamerton Foliott, Devon, Innkeeper. Szpt ll at 12 
at offices of Pearse, Pricess sq, Plymouth 
Pepys, Hon Henry Leslie, Kenten, Devon. Sept 11 at 12 at the New 
London Hotel, Exeter. Bremridge, Exeter 
‘Quarm, George, Newport, Monmouth, Ironmonger. Sept 13 at 12 at 
offices of T.1zgs, Broud st, Bristol. Benson and Thomas, Bristol 
Reostone, Edwara, Welwyn, Hertford, Grocer. Sept (1 at 2 at offices of 
Browne end Co, Old Jewry. Neave, Cheapside 
Rendell, Thomas Heury, Rotherhiths st,Cerman. Sept 6 at lat9, 
Lucey rd, Bermondsey. Bilton, Vassail rd, Camberwell 
Roberts, Ann, Amlwch, Anglesey, Draper. Sept 11 at 1.14 at the 
Liverpool Arms Hotel, Chester. Roberts, Bangor 
Robinson, Charlex Devereux, %tainsby rd, East India Dock rd, no occu- 
pation, Sept 21 at 2 at offices of Beyfus and Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 
Sargent, Henry, and John Hunt, Brighton, Coal Merchants. Sept 14 at 
3 at offices of Goodman, Prince Albert st, Brighton 
Saturley, Charles Henry, and Wiliiam Saturley, Bristol, Perambulator 
Makers. Sept § at 12 at offices of Tricks and Co, City chambers, 
Nichovas st, Bristol. Bramble 
Scandrett, William Sidney, Newport, Monmouth, Butcher. Sept 11 at 
11 at offices of Lloyu, Bank chambers, Newport 
Scott, Heaton, Keighley, York, Overluoker. Sept 8 at 2 at offices of 
Robi and Rob » Keigbley 
Shaw, George, Mold Green, Huodersfiel€é, York, Furniture Dealer. 
Sept 1! at 3 at offices of Craven and Sunderland, King st, Hudders- 





Sept 


Sept 15 at 3 at offices 





field 
Shay, William Thomas Walker, Leeds, Provision Dealer. Sept 13 at 2 


at the Queen’s Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Watson and Sen, Hull 
Stringfellow, Henry, Crewe, Chesnire, Bricklayer. Sept 12 at 10 at 
offices of Pointon, Market st, Crewe : 
Tebbs, Jobn, Jenner rd, Hackney, out of business, Sept 21 at 3 at 
offices of Holloway, Bai)’s Pond rd, Islington. fenton 
Tomlinson, Elizabeth, Alford, Lincoln, Fishmonger. 
offices of Wilson and Son, Alford. Bailes, Boston 
Tremeer, George Thomas Henry, East Stonchouse, Devon, Coal Mer- 
chant. Sept 6 at 11 at offices of Square, George st, Plymouth 
Tubb, Isaac Henry, Beckenham, Kent, Chimney Sweep. Sept 15 at 2 
oftces of Gregory, Barbican chembers, Bartican 
Walker, George, King’s Norton, Worcester, Journeyman Jeweller. 
Sept 9 at 10.15 at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Wa: lis, Thomas, Preston, Lancashire, Broker. Sept 11 at 3 at offices of 
Forsbae#, Canon st, Preston 
‘Ward, Charles Jobn, Chickerell, Dorset, Yeoman. Sept 12 at 11 at 
offices of Burnett, South st, Dorchester 
Watson, Edward, Delph, York, Yarn Spinner. Sept 13 at 3 at offices of 
Barker and Sons, Estate buildings, Huddersfield 
Wildemith, John, Worsbrovgh Dale, York, Pitwright, Sept 21 at 11 at 
offices of treeman, Church st, Barnsley 
Williams, David, Ludley, Staffordshire, no occupation. Sept 18 at 12 
at offices of bg oy Castie st, Dudiey 
Williams, Kichard, kalit Gwaichmai, Anglesey, Pig Dealer. Sept 7 at 
2 atthe Bull Hotel, Liangeini. Hoberts, Bangor 


Sept 8 at 2 at 





Williamson, Charles, and Robert John Morters, Coxhoe, Durham. Sept 
13 at 11 at the Hat and Feathers Hotel, Market place, Durham. Cham. 
bers, Durham 

Winterhottom, John, Oldham, Lancashire, Stationer. Sept 11 at 3 a 
offices of Ascroft and Sons, Clegg st, Oldham _ 

Wovdhouse, James, Mansfield, Nottingham, Tailor. Sept 12 at 12 at 
offices of Thorpe and Thorpe, Thurlnd st, Nottingham 

Yars'ey, Alfred, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Butcher. Sept 16 at 11 at 
offices of Barrew, Queen st, Wolverhampcon 

Yates, George Alfred, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Sept 11 at 12 
at offices of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 
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AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
4 COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W,¢ 
The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to £1,400,000 
sterling. 
Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-build. 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Pemuerton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor, 
44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors iavite attention to the uew form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions. 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest ang 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balange 
Sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 
FRANK M‘GEDY, Actuary and Secretary, 


TO HK AGRA BANA (ht MitTRD), 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREKT, LONDON, 
Szancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agn 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Corrent Accounts are kept at the Heud Uttice on the terms cug 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 

balance doesnot fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
At5 percent. per annum, eubject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal 
For shorter perivds deposits wili be received on terms to be agreed upon 

Bitts issued at the current exchange of the day on any ot the Branches 
ofthe Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or sent 
for collection. 

Saves anv Puncuasés effected in British and foreign securities, 
East India Stock and loans,and the safe custody of the same undertakep 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised, 

Every other description of banking business and moncy ageney 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman, 








CITY OF LONDON. 


Valuable Freehold Ground-rents.—To Trustees, Executors, and 
Investors. 


ESSRS. BROAD, PRITCHARD, & WILT. 
SHIRE will SELL, by AUCTION. at the MART, Tokenhonse- 

yard, E.C.,0n TUESVAY, SEPLEMBER 261, 1576. at ONE o’clock 
precisely, in Two Lots, the valuable FREEHOLD ESTATE3, comprie 
ing the ground-rents arising from that newiy-srected, noble corner 


pile of buildings, No, 36, Great Tower-street, and the ireehold ground- 3 


rent arising out of the capital businass premises, No. 32, Great 


Tower-street, amounting tu £340 per annim, both in close contiguity — 


to the Colonial, Corn, and Wine Markets, and ia a pos ition which 
guarantees the very highest clase of securi y to trustees, capitalists, 
and investors. The property may se viewed. 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be had at the Mart ; of 
Messrs. PAWLE, FEARON, & COLDHAM, Solicitors, 11, New-inn, 
Strand, W.C.; 
or of the Aactioneers, 7, Queen-street, Cheapside, E.C. 





HAMPSHIRE, NEAR BISHOPS WALTHAM. 


Sound Landed Investment.—Freehold Estate, with possession, knowl 
as Durley Manor Farm, 57a. 3r. 16p,, in the parishes of Durley and 
Bishops Waltham, three miles from Botley Station, eight miles from 
Southampton. There is a residence, the remains of an ancient man- 
sion, capable of renovation, on an atira-tive site. The soil is of va 
quality, much of it being a rich sandy loam, with subsoil of gravel 
and clay, and is divided into convenieat inclosures, many fields having 
been thrown together, wide spreading h-dges removed, parts of the 
pasture land irrigated, much of it carefully drained. About 307 
acres are arable, ninety acres meadow and pasture, and 190 acres 
wood, the whole undulating, and tying in a ring fence, capable of de 
vel tasar | estate, offering a very ‘rst-class site fora 
mansion or for numerous villas, Good roads and convenient access 
to ali parts of the estate. It is in hand (with the exception of @ 
few small tenancies). Tnere are several useful cottages and three 
capital homesteads. Belts of underwod and copses sucround the 
property on almost all sides, making it essentially a sporting 
estate, underwood of fair growth, which will bs SOLD by AUCTION, 





by 
M® BEAL (in conjunction with Messrs. TRENCH 


& MURRAY), at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C,, 0 
WEDVNESDAY, OCTOBER 18, at TWO precisely, in One Lot. 
Particulars may be had at the Mart; of 
Messrs, TRENCH & MURRAY, Lund Agents, 21, Whitehalk 
place, 8.W. ; and of the Solicitors, 
Messrs, POTTER & LOWE, Mozley-street, Manchester ; 
Mesars. CHESTER, URQUHART, MAYHEW, & HOLDEN, lly 
Staple-inn, W.C. ; 
Messrs. W. PEKKINS & CANDY, Southampton ; 
Messrs, COLLETTE, 23, Lincoin’s-inn-flelds 


: é 
of, with permits to view, from the Auctioneer, 20, Regent-strach | 


aterioo-place, 8.W. 
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